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And Robert Novak 



■Voiced 


Generals 

, v A secret memorandum that the Pen- 
tagon brass refused to give the Senate 
reveals that the Joint Chiefs of Staff a 
year ago set specific conditions for U.S.- 
Soviet negotiations on SALT H, then en- 
dorsed a treaty that failed to meet their 
requirements. 

— JCSM^-78ri^ 
fense Secretary Harold Brown for for- 
warding to President Carter, delivered 
a broadside against what is how the 
new strategic arms limitaticur treaty,; 
“These issues require satisfactory and 
unambiguous.- resolution before the 
SALT II negotiations can be considered 
adequately completed,” the memo said. 
Yet, the JCS now endorse, the. treaty ! 
even "though no ' "resolution- ' was I 
achieved;.; 

5 No wonderthe administration, stone- 
walls defense-oriented senators who 
have been demanding this and. other 
JCS memos. While the public voice of 
the JCS endorses SALT II with some 
■ equivocation, the secret voice Of JCSM- . 
•321-78 is so antagonistic that it would be” 
Tethalpropaganda against the treaty.- y 
' Moreover, statements inthe memo- 
directly contradict the chiefs’ own tes- 
timony before the Senate Armed SCrv- 
. ices Committee in July., The Gen. David 
Jones who as JCS chairman signed the 
memo seems a man apart from the^ 
Gen. David Jones who led thepro-SALT 
JCS testimony. .. ! ; ; . 

' ;; In that testimony, Jones listed as a 
“significant” concession . Moscow’s 
agreement, apart from the treaty, not to. 
increase production of the Backfire 
bomber. But the memo warned that fail- 
ure to include the Backfire problem in 
the treaty could lead to a Soviet “break- 
out”— that is, secret preparation for a 
major post-treaty military advantage. 


“We regret the decision," it said, “m 
to Insist on counting the infcercontinel 
tally capable Backfire system within 
the . . . limit. No . Soviet assurances 
can compensate for the fact that Back- 
lire will, remain an effective intercon*--, 
\ tinental weapon’ within the .totalSoviet 
arsenal forwagingnudearwar.'More-~ 
over. Backfire production and develop- 
ment provide a significant Soviet brea- 
kout potential, an option we would be 
hard-pressed to match : in the near 
term.”, : /,.•- 

In July, Jones sloughed, off sugges- 
tions that SALT H leaves the United 
4 States with no trargaimcgsdsition fat 
' SALT IIL In October; Jongs ; warned 
that SALT n 'iwiU significa.ntly- reduce 
U.S. negotiating leverage for a SALT IE 
' outcome.” ' ., ,,.l' 

r , In July, the chiefs said Moscow would 
have to destroy strategic weapons to 
reach SALT E limits. In .October, they, 
had painted this picture:. ‘ton the Soviet, 
side, many ‘reductions’ will actually be ‘ 
conversions to strategically significant 
non-counters (for example, Bison bomb- 
ers to tankers and SSBNs [missile-firing 
submarines] to' SSNs [attack subma- 
rines]) and SS-20 [missile] deployments 
will free ICBMs currently committed to 
PRC [Chinese] targets.” 

"y Jones told the ‘senators “there Is 
■ nothing inconsistent” between the 
memos they could not read, and his tes- 
timony, arguing that negotiations bad 
changed things. “Obviously” , the. gen- 
eral testified, “we were addressing -aU 
moving train.” But when the demands 
of JCSM-321-78 are stacked up against 
■the final result of BALT 31, the train 
: had not moved far. • ' - j 

Concerning verification,, the memo 
demanded that “national technical 
means must he augmehted, where nec- 
. essary, by cooperative measures." It 
contended that “we should not only 
preserve our Option; but ptibliCly state- 
rour intent, to share -cruise ’missile and 
:: related technology with our allies ar ; 
sv necessary.” No more was -done to re- 
solve the chiefs’ dcubtspn these issues 
., ; than on theBackfire. ,*.^ ? M -,' 
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J2, Similarly,' the memo argueid, “It is es- , 
sential that any agreement preserve 
■; the U.S. option” for. a mobile; missile, . 
Yet, the SALT H verification’ require- 
ments forced a mobile basing mode for 
the proposed MX that is by no means ’ 
the chiefs’ first choice. > > • • ' ■ • ' re 

In overall description of arms con- 
trol, the October generals do not resem- 
ble the July generals who saw little 
danger in the treaty. “Some may.con- 
clude ” said Jones in October, “that the ; 
treaty, by itself, will arrest .the very . 

: dangerous adverse trends la Soviet. ■ 

• strategic forces, including current and J 
projected forces v.'-. tbis is simply- not 
i thecas#.’.:.' the focus bh cohstrafniiig: ; 
what the Soviets could do without a 
SALT agreement has obscured . . . what 
they have done, are doing and can do 
within the SALT framework.” 

;■>. Under SALT I, warned the chiefs, the 
■Soviets have reached “at least parity 
with U.S. strategic nuclear forces, and 
the SALT H agreement being negoti- 
ated provides neither incentive nor re- 
quirement to restrict substantially the 
. pace of their current programs.’*’'' : 
v JCSM-321-78 eloquently mourned the 

- “recurring theme in U.SAhistory” of 
; seeking security in treaties. “Despite re- ■ 

- peated disappointments' on . this score v 
throughout the 20th century,” it said, . 
the SALT process “contains the seeds ! 
of exaggerated expectations and seri- 
ous. public misunderstandings about 
the adequacy of our strategic position 
and programs.” 

Jones did indeed repeat those words 
in his public statement in July. Unfor- 
tunately, the heart of his testimony ig- 
nored that timely warning. 


Approved For Release 2005/01/12 : CIA-RDP88-01315R000400350081-4 



